DOCUHENT RESOME 



ED m2 4tt7 



SE 022 916 



AOTHOR 
TITLE 

INSTITUTION 

SPONS AGENCY 
PUB DATE 
NOTE 



EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 



Small, Ava; Herbert, Martin 

Evaluation Report 3-C-1, Teacher Questionnaire Data, 
Year 3. 

Central Midwestern Regional Educational Lab* , Inc., 
St, Louis, Mo. 

National Inst, of Education (DHSS^ , Washington, D.C, 
Sep 76 

62p. ; Extended Pilot Trial of the Comprehensive 
School Mathematics Program; For related documents, 
see SE 022 895, 908-915 and ED 101 993-ED 102 007; 
Contains occasional light and broken type 

MF-$0.83 HC-$3.50 Plus Postage. 

^Curriculum; Elementary Grades; ^Elementary School 
Mathematics; Instruction; Instructional Materials; 
Mathematics; Mathematics Education ; *Pr ogram 
Evaluation; ^Surveys; ^Teacher Attitudes 
^Comprehensive School Mathematics Program 



ABSTRACT 



The Comprehensive School Mathematics Program (CSMP) 



is a program of CEMREL, Inc., one of the national educational 
laboratories, and is funded by the National Institute of Education, 
Its major purpose is the development of curriculum materials in 
mathematics for grades Beginning in September, 1973, CSMP began 

an extended pilot trial of its Elementary Program. In May^ 1976, a 
questionnaire was sent to all second and third grade teachers (over 
100) of CSMF. This report summarizes responses received from U6% of 
the sample. Included in the report is a description of the 
questionnaire, description of 1975-76 students, i mplementation of the 
program, perceptions of student achievement and attitudes, experience 
with CSMP and evaluation of the program, and a summary. Included in 
the appendices are responses to a number of open-ended questions on 
the questionnaire. (RH) 
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Descript Li'ni of Kva 1 aa t: ion Rt'i>urL Sorio.s 



The Comprehensive School Math^'nUtics Prc)^.;ra:;i (CS;;;'/ is a pro^^r^im of Ch.'MRiiL, 
Inc., one of the national education:?! laboratories, :uul is funded by the Nalzioual 
Institute, cf Education. Its major purpose is tho clevolopiiioul: of currl\7uluia 
materials for grades K-6. 

Beginning in September, 197'i, CSMP begaa an extended pilot trial of its 
Elementary Program. Thc^ pilot trial is lon,^ i tudlna 1 in nature; students who 
iDegan using CSMP materials in kindergarten or first gra^le in 1973-7A, were .nble 
to use them in first and --■econd grades respectively in I97A-75, and in .second 
ard third grades in 1975-76. Hence the adjective ''extended". 

The eva?.uation of the program in this extended pilot trial is intended to be 
reasonably comprehensive and to supply if oriaation desired by a wide varioly of 
audiences. For that reason the reports in this series; are reasonably non-technical 
and do :iot attempt to widely explore some of the related research issues. The list 
of reports from the first two years of the extended pilot trial is given on the 
next page. The most comprehensive of these arc the foil owing: 

l-A-1: Overview, Design and Tr.struinentation 

1- A-3: Final Summary Report, Year 1 

2- A-lr Final Summary Report, Year 2 

ard B-r-l: Summary of Second and Third Grade Test Data Year 3 
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Key to Indexing 
Observations of CSMP First Grade Classes 

"2" refers simply to the number within a given year and type of data 

• "C" refers to the type of data being reported 

A: Overview^ summary and theoretical reports 
B: Student outcomes 
C: Non-test data 

"1" refers to the year of the Pilot Study according to the following; 
Kindergarten 



First Grade 
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Introduction 



""In the fall of 1973, the Comprehensive School Mathematics Program (CSMP) 
began a longitudinal pilot study of its Elementary School Program. Over 100 
teachers began using the program, either in first grade or kindergarten. 
During the 1974-75 school year, the second year of this pilot study, most of 
these classes continued into second grade and first grade respectively and 
many new classes began using CSMP materials. The 1975-76 school year con- 
stituted the third year of this pilot study, with most of these classes advan- 
cing to the next grade level and again, many new classes beginning CSMl^ at 
lower grade levels. 

In May, 1976, a questionnaire was sent ro all second and third grade 
teachers (over 100 in all) of CSMP. This report summarizes the responses to 
this questionnaire. Several of the questions were rather open-ended and 
called for unstructured responses. The complete set of responses to several 
of these questions are given in Appendices H, IH^ ^nd IV. 
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Description of the Quostio nnaire 

The items in the quest ionna Lre dealt wiiii tour main issues: 

a) Description of the class: 

- Grade level 

- Stvients who transferred 

b) Implementation of the program: 

- Time devoted to math instruction 
•• Emphasis on program topics 

- Supplementary materials 

c"^ Perception of students* acliievement and attitudes according to various 
student characteristics: 

- Means of evaluating students' progress 

d) Experience v.ith CSMP and evaluation of the program: 

- Presence or absence of peer group of teachers 

- Suggestions for revisions 

- Comparison with traditional programs on various dimensions 

- Evaluation of spiral approach 

- Preferred styles of classroom management 

- Perception of valuable teacher characteristics in leacliing CS^^P 

- Overall evaluation of the program 

The questionnaire consisted of six pages. A copy of the questionnaire is 
given in Appendix I. 

Of il/f questionnaires distributed to local and outer ring sites, 52 were 
returned. This is a 46% rate of return. \^ien examined on a separate grade 
level basis, one finds a 47% rate of return for second grade teachers (32 out 
of 68) and a 39% rate of return for tiiird grade teachers (18 out of 46). These 
return rates can be compared with a 53% return rate to a 1975 CSMP questionnaire 
arid a 58% end-of- the-year retuiTi rate in 1974. 

A low rate of return tends to reduce th.e impact of the results, as it is 
diificult to determine whether any significant differences exist between the 
teachers who did and c;id not return the questionnaire. An informal study was 
done to examine this issue. Based on impressions of teachers' attitudes made 
during the year by observing classes and interviewing teachers, it was determined 
that no significant relationship could be found between how positive (or negative) 
a teacher's attitude was toward CSMi^ and her tendency to return the questionnaire ' 
(i.e. tiie return rate was about the same for teachers who were judged to be 
positive and those judged negative towards the program). Thus, it could not be 
shown that those who dislike the program are less likely to return the questionnaire 
and, conversely, that those who like the program are more likely to return the 
questionnaire. 

Description of the 1975-76 Clas s 

SixLy~two percent of the teachers responding to this questionnaire taught 
second grade while 35% taught third grade. The remaining 3% (2 teachers) taught 
a mixed-grade level class. For each question the responses are described separately 
for each grade level. 
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Question : Approximately how niany students who were in your class in September are 
no longer in It now ? How nvii.y of these students, if any, were placed in a Non-CSMP 
class in your schv)ol? Why? 

Of 'the 161 student', reported to have lelt CSMI^ classes since September, 16 were 
placed In a Non-CL^KF c^t*=>:, within the same school. Ten of the 16 were from secon<l 
grade classes wh ■ U> h vire from third grade. The two second grade teacher,; seated 
that students transferred because they "could not keep up," Reasons for transters 
given by third gradv' teachers were: placement in CMK cla^^s (one response) and over- 
crowding in cla.^s (two responses). 

Question : Approximately how many students who are in yc^ur class now were not in 
it on October 1? How successful were these students in catching up with the rest 
of the class and why? 

Second grade teachers reported a total of 80 new students. Out of 28 teachers 
responding to this question, 16 (57%) reported that their new students had been 
successful in catching up with ,the rest of the class, Wlien asked to explain the 
reasons for their success, 3 teachers indicated students received extra help ^^om^^ 
the teacher, 2 teachers attributed their students' success to their being "quick/ 
and one volunteered that her class as a whole was slow. Two teachers indicated 
that students had come from programs utilizing CSMP, Seven teachers did not state 
reasons for the success- of the new children in adapting to CSMP, 

Two second grade teachers (7%) felt tnat new students were not suc^'-ssful in 
catching up with the rest of the class while 10 teachers (35%) replied at some 
students were successful while others were not. Reasons given for unsuccessful 
adaptation were: 

a) student came late in year (4 responses) 

b) student was slow (3 responses) 

c) student had emotional problems (1 respotise) 

d) students fought the use of the Minicomputer (1 response) 

e) student could not speak English (1 response) 

f) lajk of student interest (1 response) 

Third grade teachers reported a total of 36 new students while split classes 
added 9 new students. Out of 12 teachers responding to thi- question, 7 (58%) re- 
ported tnat their new students were successful in catching up with the rest of the 
class. When asked to explain the reasons for their success, 4 teachers indicated 
that students received extra help from the teacher while one volunteered that other 
students helped explain the material. One teacher felt her student's success was 
due to his high ability. 

One third grade teacher felt that new students were not successful in catching 
up with the rest of the class while 4 teachers replied that some students were 
successful while others were not. Reasons given Cor unsuccessful adaptation were: 

a) student came in late (2 responses) 

b) student was slow (1 response) 

c) student was not interested (I response) 
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Implement: at: ion of the P rogram 

Question: a) During this last year : 

How many times per day did you usually teach math? 
\^at was the total number of minutes on the average? 

l^s^ t^ime you taught Non-CSMP math at this grade level : 
How many times per day did you usually teach math? 
l^Hiat was the total number of minutes on the average? 

Second Grade Responses : 





Table 


1 


Number of Times Daily 






Spent Teaching Math 


CSNtP 


Previous Math Curriculum 


Once daily 


23(80%) 


26(96%)* 


Twice daily 


6(20%) 


1(04%) 



*The percentages in the two coluira-is are based on diffevtu^' totals. 



Table 2 



Time Spent Teaching Math 


CSMT 


Previous Math Curriculum 


25 min/daily 


0 


1(04%) T 


30-4,5 min/daily 


20(64%) 


19(73%) 


46-60 min/daily 


10(31%) 


6(23%) 


61-75 min/daily 


2(05%) 


0 


90 min/daily 


0 


0 



Third Grade Responses 



Number of Times Daily 
Spent Teaching Math 



Once daily 
Twice daily 
Mixed 



Table 3 



CSl-IP I Previous Math Curriculum 



13(81%) 
2(13%) 
1(06%) 



J 5 (88%) 
1(06%) 
1(06%) 



ii 



Number of Times Daily 1 
Spent Teaching >Uith 


CSMP 


i 

; Previous Math Curriculum 


25 min/daily 


0 


'; ° 


30-45 min/daily 


7(41%) 


1 

j 8(47%) 


4(^-60 min/daily 


8(47%) 


1 8(47%) 


61-75 min/daily 


1(06%) 


1 ° 


90 min/daily 


1 1(06%) 


1 (06:0 



I 



Question : Compared to the recommendation in the CSMP guide, how much emphcisis 
did you put on each of the following topics? 

Table 5 







2nd Grade 






3rd Grade 




Mo re 


Same 


Loss 




More 


Same 


Less 


Numerical Algorithms 


31(74%) 


10(24%) 


1(02%) 




4(50%) 


4(50%) 


0 


Numerical Relations- 


20(69%) 


9(31%) 


0 




7(41%) 


10(59%) 


0 


Language of Strings 


8(29%) 


n(6i%) 


3(10%) 




0 


17(89%) 


2(11%) 


Language of Arrows 


12(41%) 


17(59%) 


0 




1(5.5%) 


17(89%) 


1(5.5%) 


Geometry & Measurement 


0 


12(41%) 


17(59%) 




2(12%) 


9(53%) 


6(35%) 


Probability 


1 (03%) 


11(35%) 


19(61%) 




i(oa) 


9(50%) 


8(44%) 



Question ; Which one of the following three best characterizes your math curriculura? 

1) CSMP program during essentially 100% of the math time. 

2) Basically the CSMP program during approximately % of the math 

, time but supplemented with drill or lessons in various numerical 

skills. 

3) The CSMP program approximately % of the time, as a supplement 

to the basic program, which consisted of 



Second and Third Grade Responses 



Table 6 





2nd 


grade 


3rd 


grade 


Mixed 
Level 


CSMP program during essentially 100% 
of the math time 


11 


(38%) 


2 


(15%) 


1 (50%) 


Basically the CSMF program but 
with supplements 


18 


(62%) 


11 


(85%) 


1 (50%) 


Used CSMP as a supplement to 
another naLh program 


0 




0 




0 



Seventy-two percent of the second and third grade teachers who supplement CSMP 
stated that Lhr^y basically use CSMP at least SO/C of the time, while the remaining 
28% stated they basically use CSMP materials at least 70% of the time. 
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Perception of 1975-76 Students' 
Achievement and Attitudes 

Question: Please indicate the approximate percentage of your students, who are 

above average, within the average range, and below average in ability. 



Table 7 





2nd Grade 1 




3rd Grade 




Across teachers, the mean percent j 
of students who arc: j 


Across teachers, the mean percent 
of studonts who are: 


Above Avera|V;a 


Average 


Below Average j 


Above Average 


Average 


Below Average 


25% 


51% 


24% 1 


20% 


43% 


37% 



It should be noted, however, that 17% of the 3rd grade teachers felt that over 
75% of their classes were made up of **below average" students. 



Question : Please rate student achievement in math for CSMP students as generally 
compared to other math curriculums yuu li«3ve taught. For each category 
of student below (above average, within average range, below average), 
give a rating of: 

\_ (much worse) 

2_ (worse) 

^ (about Che same) 

4_ (better) 

5 (much better) 



Table 8 







2nd Grade 


1 
1 




3rd Grade 






Above Average 


Average 


Below Average ' 


Above Average 


Average 


Below Average 


Much Worse 


0 


0 


1(4%) j 


0 


0 


0 


Worse 


0 


0 


2(8%) I 


0 


0 


2(15%) 


About the 
Same 


5(21%) 


9(36%) 


10(40%) 1 


3(30%) 


3(25%) 


5(38%) 


Better 


6(2!i%) 


12(48%) 


8(32%) , 


3(30%) 


4(33%) 


4(31%) 


Much Better 


j 13(34%) 


4(16%) 


4(16%; 


j 4(4U%) 


5(42%) 


2(15%) 



Over half the teachers felt that their above avcra^L^e and average students did 
"better" or "much better" with CSKP than they would have with another program. In 
regard to below average students, the majority of the teachers felt they did "the 
same" or "better" with CSMP. 
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Question ; Please rate student attitude towards ith for CSMP students as 
generally compared to other math curriculums you have taught. 



Table 9 







2nd Grade 


1 

i 


3rd Grade 




Above Average 


Average 


Below Average 


j Above Average 


Average 


Below Average 


Much Worse 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Worse 


0 


0 


1(03%) 


0 


0 


0 


About the 
Same 


2 (08%) 


5(19%) 


9(35%) 


2(20%) 


3(25%) 


3(23%) 


Better 


8(33,5%) 


12(46%) 


8(31%) 


2(20%) 


3(25%) 


3(23%) 


Much Better 


14(58,5%) 


9(35%) 


8(31%) 


6(60%) 


6(50%) 


4(31%) 



For all levels of student ability, but especially for below average students, 
teachers generally rated student attitude with CSMP slightly higher than student 
achievement, though both attitude and achievement compared favorably with previous 
math curriculums used. 

Question : Please indicate the approximate percentage of your students who: 

1) work best on their own 

2) work best with some guidance 

3) work best under close supervision. 



Table 10 



Across tc'i( 
of students 

work best 
on their own 


2nd Grade 

.hers, the it 
who: 

work best 
with some 
guidance 


lean percent 

work best 
under close 
supervision 


Across tea( 
of students 

work best 
on their own 


3rd Grade 

zhers , the n 
3 who: 

work best 
with some 
guidance 


lean percent 

work best 
under close 
supervision 


28% 


53% 


19% 


27% 


42% 


31% 



(It should be noted, however, that 18% of the 3rd grade teachers felt that 
between 51% and 75% of their students work best "under close supervision'*.) 
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Tables 10 and 11 below describe the responses comparing achievement and 
at;:itude with CSMP compared to previous curricula according to these types of 
students. 

Table 11 



Achievement in Math: Comparison Vv'ith 
Previous (Non-CSMP) Program 





2nd Grade 


i 


3rd Grade 






work best 
on their 
own j 


work best ! 
with some 
guidance | 


work best 
with close ' 
supervision 1 


work best 1 
on their ' 
own 


work best 
with some 
guidance 


work best j 
with close { 
supervision 


Much Worse 

Wo rse 

About the 
Same 

Better 

Much Better 


0 

5(24%) 
10(47%) 


0 i 

1(04%) 1 
5(21%) 

11(46%) 
7(29%) 


0 : 

2(10%) 

8(38%) 

8(38%) 
3(14%) 


1 1(08%) 

1 3(2 3%) 

i 
1 

i 2(15%) 
i 7(54%) 


0 

1(08%) 
4(31%) 

6(46%) 
2(15%) 


0 

2 (15%) 
6(46%) 

H \J 1 /a/ 

1(08%) 








Table 12 . 












Attitude Toward Math: Comparison V/ith .. - 
Previous (Non-CSMP) Program 








2nd Grade 


1 




3rd Grade 






work S'^st 
on their 


1 work best 
with some 
guidance 


work best 
with close 
supervision 


••ork bco t 
on their 
own 


work best 
with some 
guidance 


work best 
with close 
supervision 




Much Worse 

Worse 

About the 
Same 

Better 

Much Better 


0 
0 

3(15%) 

4(20%) 
13(65%) 


0 

1(04%) 
4(16%) 

10(42%) 
9(38%) 


1 1(05%) i 
1(05%) 
8(38%) 

6(28%) 
5(24%) 


0 
0 

3(2 3%) 
0 

1 10(77%) 


0 
0 

4(31%) 

3(2 3%) 
6(46%) 


0 
0 

5(38%) 

4(31%) 
2(15%) 



Since teachers believe that the majority of their classes .re composed of 
children who work best with some guidance, their perceptions of Jf^^^'"^"^ 
attitude in this group is important. Most of the respondents felt__thaL f.^udents 
who "work best on their own", or who "work best with some guidance . do better 
or "much better" with CSMP compared to other math progranui . Roughly half of them 
fplt the same in regard to students who "work bast under close supervision. 
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In summary, a review of Tables 6-11 reveals that in regard to ability level 
and working habits, the compositions of second and third grade classes seem fairly 
typical. It should be noted, however, that iii comparison with the second grade 
classes, the third grade classes have a higher proportion of below average students 
and students who work best under close supervision. 

In reviewing the responses, four main points should be noted: 

1) The pattern of responses is very similar for second and third grade teachers. 

2) Student atLinude toward math with CSMP is generally rated sli^^htly higher 
than student achievement. 

3) There is the same pattern of responses for questions dealing with ability 
and work style, witii the highest responses for the better students and 
students who work best alone, and the lowest scores for the below average 
student and the st.uden: who works best under close supervision. 

4) In regard to all items, responses were favorable to CSMP. The most neutral 
responses were given to the question about the achievement of third grade 
students who work best with close supervision. 

Question : List the most recent math curriculums used. 

The responses, in order uf frequency were the following: . 

1) Houghton-Mifflin (15 teachers - 39%) 

a) Modern School Matiiematics (6 teachers) 

b) Structures in Mathematics (I teacher) 

c) Mathematics for Individual Achievement (2 teachers) 

2) Addison-Wesley (8 teachers - 21%) 

3) CSMI* (5 teachers - 13%) 

A) Scott Ff^resman (3 teachers - 8%) 

a) Mathematics Around Us (i teacher) 

b) Seeing Through Numbers (1 teacher) 

c) Scott Toresman (did not specify title) (1 teacher) 

5) Silver Burdett (Modern Arithmetic Through Discovery) (2 teachers) 

6) Sets and Numbers (1 teacher) 

7) Two by Two (1 teacher) 

8) Holt-Rhinehart (1 teacher) 

9) AJ5C (1 teacher) 

10) Laidlaw (1 teacher) 

11) Teacher did not know title of book (1 teacher) 
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Question : Do you think that it would bo helpful tor CSMP to provide addlll.onal 
means for giving you a basis for evaluating students' progress? Li 
yes, please describe (if you will) what specifically wc-.ild tie iseful . 

Overall, 76% of those responding to this question answered ir the affirmative. 
When examined on a separate grade level basis, one finds that 94% of the Lhird grade 
teachers (17) and 68% of the second grade teachers .(21) answered in the affirmative 
as did the two teachers of the split second and third grade classes. 



Table 13* 



Suggestions for Means of 
Evaluating Student Progress 



Tests 

Checklist of miniir.u::; requirements 

Feedback from testing done by 
evaluators 

Comparisons wi th standardized 
tests of basic math facts 

No suggestions offered 



2nd Grade 



18(78%) 
2(09%) 
i(04%) 

0 

2(09%) 



3rd Grade 



4(33%) 
2(17%) 
1(08%) 

3(25%) 

2(17%) 



Split 
Classes 



0 
0 
0 



:(ioo:r,) 



^Percentages baaed on only the responses made by teachers answerirxg 
the above question in the affirmative. 



Experience wit h CSMl^ and Ev alua tloi; Ih^ Program 

Question : Do you have a peer group (i.e. other teaclicrs at your grade level using 
CSMP) with whom you meet regulafiy (formally or Informally)? 

Sixty percent of the third grade teachers and 52% of the second grade 
teachers stated that they do have such a peer group in their school. 
In responding to the question: "In what ways is this helpful?", two 
factors were most often listed. Seventy-five percent of the respon- 
dents (18 teachers) stated that this peer group provided what might he 
called a sharing and comparing function, wiiile 20% (5 teachers) volun- 
teered that the group provided help with ideas and different teaching 
methods. (Since second and third grade responses were similar, results 
were combined.) One teacher feJt that this peer group was no help at all, 
adding that it is "discouraging," I£lght teachers offered suggestions for 
making such a peer group more helpful. Five teachers felt the group 
should meet more often. Other suggestions were: "Set-up guidelines for 
evaluating one's own teacliing successes within a strand" (1 response); 
"more training" (1 response); and "set-up a designated time to meet with 
coordinator" (1 response). 



Question ; Please suggest any revisions you would like to see made in any of the 
following: 

a) Overall layout of teacher^s guide (overview, schedule, division 
into strands) . 

b) The way the lessons are presented in the guide. 

c) Other (workbooks, demonstration materials, workbooks, etc.) 

A total of 45 teachers responded to this question. Because responses for 
a, b and c tended to overlap, they were grouped together. The most freq.uently 
mentioned suggestions were related to one of four main issues: 

(23 teachers) - Revise, daily lusson chart and organization of 
teacher's manual. 

(i4 teachers) - Make materials more durable. 

(9 teachers) - Revise schedule (only one lesson per deiy, 
less material in each lesson , etc . ) 

(8 teachers) - List materials to be used in lesson in one 

central place (at the beginning of each lesson). 

Other suggestions, made by at least two teachers, were the following: 
Teaciier's guide in need of moru detail. 

Suggest more exercises for children to work on 

(different types of problems or suggestions listed in 
(blank space). 

Better organization of children's materials. 

Butter bound teacher's guide. 

>\ovu two-star workbooks needed (or workbooks geared to each 
ciiild's level of proficiency). 

Material too difficult for children. 

Give a clearer indication of where one might stop working 
on a given skill in a strand. 

Workbooks should be marked as to which pages should be checked. 
CUitlint- objectives for each iessou. 



The respon.-.us to the above qut»stion avv listed in full in Appendix II. 
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Question : Compared to the previous mathematics programs you have used, how does 
CSMP compare on the following items: 

F iRure 1 

Second and Third Grade Responses*: 



**!• Time required for dally 
preparation 1b 



Leaa 



0 0 



About the 
Same 

n n 



7 4 
(22X)(24X) 



More at first but 
about the eaae 
after a year's 
experience 



XL 



15 9 
(47X)(53X) 



More at first and 
continues to be 
after a year'* 
experience 



10 4 
Oil) (24X) 



2. Student Interest and 
Involvement with 
CSMP la 



Far 
Less 



0 0 



A Little 
Less 

n n 



2 1 
(6X)(6X) 



About tha 
Same 



A Little 
Ho re 



n 



Far 
More 



n nn 



3d 9 7 17 9 

(lOX) (29X)(4U) (55X)(53%) 



Students' overall achieve- 
ment of the usual math 
akilla nmd concepts la 



Far 
Less 



A Little 
Less 



About the 
Same 



ri n n CL-CL 



A Little 
More 



n 



2 0 3 3 
(6X) (lOXXlBX) 



5 2 
(16X)(12X} 



11 9 
(35X)(53X) 



For 
More 



Rn. 



10 3 
(32W(18X) 



Students' ability to do 
logical reasoning with 
CSKP la 



Far 
Less 



0 1 
(6t) 



A Little 
Less 



2 0 
(7X) 



About the 
Same 

n n 



A LlCtl* 
More 



4 3 
(1«)(19X) 



8 6 
(29X)(38X) 



Far 
More 



n-'R n n 



(SOX) 



6 

(38X) 



*The first entry in heavier print, is for re^poases of second grade teachers 
the second entry, Is for responses of third grade teachers. 
**The height of the bars is proportional to tlie percent of the teachers 
choosing each alternative. 
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5. Scudeats' facility in solvliig 
word problems with CSMP is 



Far 
Less 



n 



A Little 
Less 



jt the 
Sane 



0 1 8 1 
(6«) (2BX) (6») 



U 6 
(38X) (35X) 



A Little 

More 



Less sane wore 

n n n n Q_Q 



Far 
More 

n n 



6 7 V 4 2 
<21Z)(41X) (mXXZl) 



6. Overall quality of CSMP is 



Far A Little 

Less Less 



0 0 0 0 



About the 
Same 

n n 



2 1 
(7X)(6Ji) 



A ut:i« 

JT" 



13 7 
<«8X)(47Jt) 



Far 
Hore 



n nn 



12 7 
(44X)(47« 



The appropriateness of CSMP 
for low ability students is 



Far 
Less 



A Little 
Less 



U 3 b 2 
(14Z)(13X) (21X)(m) 



About the 
Seme 



9 3 
(32X)(l93t) 



A Little 
More 



3 6 
(18X)(38t) 



Par 
More 



n (1 n n CLd n fl n n 



4 Z 
(14X)(13« 



Figure 1 above may be summarized in four points: 



1) Time preparation. Approxiniate] y half of the teachers felt that CSMP requires 
more preparation time at first but about the same after a year's experience. 
The remaining teachers' choices were divided between the responses "the same 
preparat. i( m Lime" and "more at first and continues to be after a year's 
experience". (Question //I) 

2) CSMP compared favorably with previously used math curricula in the following 
areas: 

a) student interest and involvement (Question 112) 

b) students^ overall achievement of the usual math skills and concepts. (Question // 

c) overall quality of CSMP (Question #6) 

d) students* ability to do logical reasoning (Question //A) 

3) Responses tended to be more neutral when comparing CSMP with previously used math 
curricula- in the following areas: 

a) students' facility in solving word problems (Question //5) 

b) appropriateness of CSMP for low ability students (±uestion y/7) 

A) A comparison of second and third grade responses reveals three questions which 
elicited m(^re f avorable~ta-CSMP responses from third grade teachers: 

a) appropriateness of CSMP for low ability students (Question 7/7) 

b) students* facility in solving word problems with CSMP (Question //3) 

c) student interest and involvement with CSMP (Question //2) 

Five of ihe above questions have been asked in previous questionnaires, and it 
is Interesting to note differences (or the lack thertiof) in teachers' views of CSMP. 
Data from previous questionnaires have been based largely on responses from 
kindergarten and first grade teachers while data from this year is based on second 
and third grade teachers. Thus, the following tables will reflect differences aa 
a function of grade level. 



Table 14 



Time required for daily preparation is: 





73-74 
(K-1) 


74-75 
(K-1) 


74-75 
(2) 


75-76 
(2) 


75-76 
(3) 


less 


7% 


11% 


14% 


0 


0 


about the same 


18% 


30% 


19% 


22% 


24% 


more now but would be about the 
same after a year's experience 


65% 


49% 


67% 


47% 


53% 


more and would continue to be 
after a year's experience 


7% 


11% 


0 


31% 


24% 

i 



Table 15 

Student interest and involvement with CSMP is 





73-74 


74-75 


7-'.-75 


75-76 


75-76 




(K-1) 


(K-1) 


(2) 


(2) 


(3) 


far less 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


a little less 


0 


1% 


0 


6% 


6% 


about the same 


10% 


6% 


5% 


10% 


0 


a little; more 


17% 


24% 


27% 


29% 


41% 


far more 


73% 


69% 


68% 


55% 


53% 



Table 16 

Students' overall achievement of the usual 
math skills and concepts with CSMP is: 





73-74 


74-75 


74-75 


75-76 


1 

75-76 




(K-1) 


(K-1) 


(2) 


(2) 


(3) 


far less 


0 


1% 


0 


6% 


0 


less 


0 


3% 


0 


10% 


18% 


about the :<ame. 


3% 


9% 


10% 


16% 


12% 


a little rr.i-re 


35% 


37% 


38% 


35% 


53% 


far more 


62% 

1 


50% 


52% 


1 

32% 


18% 



Table 17 





Overall 


qual i ty 


of c:s>U' is 




— 


1 : 
7^-75 i 
(K-1) ! (K-_l) ! 


74-75 

a.) 


lb-lb 
(2) 


15-16 
(3) 


much lower 


0 ' 1% ' 

1 


0 


0 


0 


s Liglitly ] ower 






0 


0 


0 


about the same 


0 


6% 1 


0 


7% 


6% 


sliglitly higher 


1 


: 

307, ; 

1 


29% 


A 8% 


47% 

1 


much higher 




60% ; 


] 71% 


44% 


47% 



Table 18 



Appropriateness' for low ability students 



1 


7 3-7A 
(K-1) 


7A-75 1 

i 


74-75 
(2) 


75-76 
(2) 


75-76 
(3) 


far less 


4% 


20% 


18% 


14% 


13% 


1 ess 


16% 


21% 


12% 


21% 


19% 


about the same 


36% 


2 3% 1 


17% 


32% 


19% 


a little more 


40% 


25% 1 


18% 


18% 


38% 


far more 


A% 


11% 


35% 


14% 


13% 
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Seven second grade teachers and four third grade teachers answered the same 
questions in both the '74-' 75 questionnaire and the '75-* 76 questionnaire. In 
order to examine differences over time and experience with CSMP, their responses 
to the following questions were compared: 

student interest 

overall achievement 

overall quality 

appropriateness for low ability students 

Roughly half of the second grade teachers did not change their responses 
from the past year, while roughly half lowered their responses by one measurement 
unit (where measurement units = far less, less, about the same, a little more, 
far more) - 

Question : "What is your opinion of the spiral approach as used in CSMP?" 

Forty-seven teachers responded to this question. Responses were judged to fall 
within three categories: positive, mixed, and negative. Two teachers did not attend 
to the question being asked. Responses are depicted in Table 19 below. The 
responses are given in full in Appendix III. 

Table 19 

Opinion of Spiral Approach 





2nd Grade 


Third Grade 


MixeJ. 


Positive 

Mixed 

Negative 


19(61%) 
;(2 37o) 
5(16%) 


9(69%) 
2 05.5%) 
2(15.5%) 


1 

i 
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Question : CSMP is designed with a particular style of classroom management in mind. 

a) Would you prefer there to be: D more individual work 

Q more total class work 

D same proportions as now. 

b) Would you prefer there to be: □ more student initiated time 

D less student initiated time 

D same as is the case now. 

Responses to the above questions are summarized in Table 21 below. 

Table 20 



Classroom management preferences 





2nd Grade 


3rd Grade 


Mixed 


more 


individual work 


6(19%) 


4(22%) 


0 


mo TP 


total class work 


3(09%) 


2^11%) 


1 


same 


proportions as now 


:':^''72%) 


1^^67%) 


1 


more 


student initiated time 


9(29%) 


4(22%) 


2 


less 


student initiated time 


1(03%) 


1(06%) 


0 


same 


as is the case now 


21(68-^;) 


12(72%) 


0 



A review of these responses indicates that roughly two-thirds of the teachers 
are happy with the style of classroom management proposed by CSMP. Of the remain- 
ing one- third of the teachers, the majority would favor more individual work and 
more student initiated time. 

Question : In an effort to determine teachers' perceptions of valuable qualities in 
a CSMP teacher, respondents were asked to choose four (out of a list of 
twelve) characteristics they believed to be the most valuable in a 
CSMP teacher. In descending order of frequency, the characteristics 
chosen were: 

(1) ability to give clear explanations (30 responses) 

(2) skill in classroom questioning techniques (29 responses) 

(3) in teres t in mathematics (26 responses) 

(4) self-confidence (20 responses) 

(5) skill in planning class lessons and prescribing individual 
wo rk (17 res pon se s ) 

(6) ability to work well with individual students (17 responses) 

(7) ability to deal well with student ideas (16 responses) 

(8) init iative (16 responses) 

(.0 imagination/active fantasy life (11 responses) 

(10) ringmas tership : ability to keen many separate activities going 
at once (9 responses) 

(11) sliowmansh ip (5 responses) 

(12) strong math background (4 responses) 
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Question : In a paragraph or two please give your overall evaluation of CSMP , 
based on your experience with it this past year. 

There were no differences of consequence between second and third grade teachers' 
responses. To facilitate ease of presenting the data, the responses were combined. 
Out of a total of 52 responses, Ul were judged to be positive and 4 negative. One 
teacher did not attend to the question asked. Of the 47 responses judged to be 
positive, 30 (64%) were unqualified positive statements while the remainiag 17 
were qualified positive evaluations. Of these 17, five responses dealt with the 
problem of the slow learner in CSMP. Overall, 90% of the evaluations were judged 
to be positive. The responses are given in full in Appendix IV. 
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One hundred fourteen questionnaires vere distribucad to CSMP teachers at the 
second and third grade levels. Fifty-fouv percen?. did not n?tum the questionnaires, 
and the findings reported herein are therefore based on 46% of the teacher sample. 
For the purpose of summarizing the^ data, second and third grade teacher responses 
arc combined. 

1) lE'plementation of program - 

a) Three-quarters of the teachers supplemented the program with Non-CSMP 
material such as commercial worksheets, a figure comparable to that 
from previous questionnaires in lower grade levels (page 6). 

b) Compared to the recommendations in the CSMP guide, at least half the 
teachers indicated they spent more time on numerical algorithms and 
numerical relations and less time on geometry and on probability, 
statistics and combinatorics (page 5). 

c) Fifty-six percent of the teachers reported that new students were 
successful in catching-up with the rest of the class. Thirty-six 
percent of the respondents indicated that some new students were 
successful in catching-up while others were not. Reasons- given 
most frequently for failure to catch up were; 

i) student came late in the year; and 
ii) student was slow (page 3.). 

2) Teachers' perceptions of student achievement - 

a) In reference to the average and above average students, over half the 
teachers felt that they did "better" or "much better" in math With 
CSMP than they would have with another program. In reference to the 
below average students, almost half (48%) of the teachers felt that 
they performed "better" with CSMP, while 13% f e?. t that below average 
students did "worse" or "much worse" with CSMP ia comparison with other 
math programs (page 7). 

b) In reference to students v:ho "work best alone" or '*wo':k best with some 
guidance", over half the teachers felt they did "better" or "much better" 
with CSMP than they would have with previously used math programs. When 
asked about the students who "vork best with close supervision", almost 
half (47%) indicated they did ''better" or "much better" with CSMP, though 
about as many (41%) felt they did "about the same" (page 9). 

3) Teach ers' perceptions of student attitudes toward math - 

a) In reference to their average and above average students, over 75% felt 
they had "better" or "much better" attitudes toward math with CSMP than 
with other math programs. When askod their perceptions of the below 
average st-^udents, over half (60%) indicated their attitudes toward ir-. h 
were -'betfet" or "much better" with CSMP. Only 3% of the teachers inci- 
cated that student attitudes were "worse" with CSMP, and these were in 
reference to below average students (page 8). 

b) In reference to students who "work best alone" or "work best with some 
guidance", over 70% of the respondents indicated that they have a 
"better" or "much better" attitude toward math with CSMP. Only 3% of 

the respondents indicated that students who "work best with some guidance" 
have a "worse" attitude toward math with CSMP. In reference to students 
who "work best with close supervision", 50% felt they had "better" or 
"much better" attitudes toward math with CS^^^. Only 12% felt these 
students had "worse" or "much worse" attitudes toward math with CSMP 
(page 9). 
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4) Evaluation of student's progress - 

Seventy-six percent of the respondents indicated they would like CSMP to 
provide them with a means of evaluating their students' progress, with 
the majority of teachers suggesting that tests be employed for this 
purpose (page 11). 

5) Four main suggestions for revisions were made - 

a) Revise daily lesson chart and organization of teacher's manual. 

b) Make materials more durable. 

c) Revise schedule (only one lesson per day, less material in each 
lesson, etc.) 

d) List materials to be used in lesson in one central place (at the 
beginning of each lesson) (page 12). 

5) Comparison vith other matn curricula - 

CSMP compared favorably wich previously used math currirula on the following 
dimensions: 

- student interest and involvement 

- students' overall achievement of the usual math skills and concepts 

- students' ability to do logical reasoning 

- overall quality 

There was very little difference between teachers' ratings of CSMP and 
previous math programs along the following dimension- : 

- appropriateness of CSMP for low ability students; 

- students' facility in solving word problems 

When daily preparation time with CSMP was compared with previous math 
curricula, almost half of the teachers indicated that CSMP required more 
preparation time at first but about the same after a year's experience, 
while 29% felt that daily preparation time continued (or would continue) 
to be greater, even after a year's experience teaching CSMP (pages 13 
and 14). 

7) Comparison with previous questionnaires - 

a) Second and third grade teachers estimated the need for more daily 
preparation time than did their kindergarten and first grade counter- 
parts in past years. 

b) Second and third grade teachers' evaluations of students' overall 
achievement with CSMP was lower than evaluations previour.ly reported 
by kindergarten and first grade teachers, although 69% still rated 
overall achievement with CSMP as "a little more" or "far more" than 
with previous math programs. 

c) Teachers continued to compare CSMP's overall quality favorably wiLh 
other math programs (pages 15 and 16). 

8) Evaluation of the spiral approach ~ ,, . 
When asked to respond in a free response style to the question: Wl^at is 
your opinion of the spiral approach as used in CSMP?", 58% of the result- 
ing responses were judged to be positive, 9% were judged to, be negative 
and 15% were judged to be mixed reactions. Two teachers '-d not attend 
to the question being asked (page 17). 
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Preferred style of classroom manajse: 3nt - 

The majority of teachers were happy with the style of classroom management 
proposed by CSMP, though 29% would prefer more student initiated time (page 18). 

Overall Evaluation - 

In a free response question asking teachers to give their overall evaluation 
of CSMP, 90% of the resulting responses were judged to be positive and 8% 
were judged to be negativi: (one tef^cher did not attend to the question 
being asked (page 19). 
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Appendix I 



CShtP Questionnaire for Second and Third Grade Teachers 



30 

o 

ERIC 



24 

CSMP Questionnaire For Second & Third Crado Teachers 

A. Description of your 1975-76 class 

1. My class is (check one) 
CD a second grade 

CD a third grade 

CD a mixture of 

2. a. Approximately how many students who were in your class in Sept . are 

no longer in it now ? - How many of these students, if 

any, were placed in a Non-GSMP class in your school? 

Why? • 



b. Approximately how many students who are in your class now were not in 

it on October 1? . How successful wei"e these students in 

catching up with the rest of the class and why? 



B. Description of your 1975-76 math curriculum 

1. a. During this last year: 

How many times per day did you usually teach nath? 
What was the total number of minutes on the average? 



b. The last time you taught Non-CSMP math at this grade level: 

How many times per day did you usually teach math? 

What was the total number of minutes on the average? 



IGNORE THE NEXT QUESTION IF YOU HiWE (OR WILL HAVE) SENT IN YOUR TEACHER'S 
LOG FOR MAY. 

2. Considering Just the CSMP portion of your math curriculum, describe 

your use of the program. 

Examples: "Used lessons 175-308 from the first grade program 
and weeks 1-16 of Part I." 

"Used weeks 1-16 of Part I and weeks 1-12 of Part il." 
(For Parts I & II consider only the numerical strand.) 
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Compared to the recommendation in the CSMP g.ndc, (low much emplia.sis did 
you put on each of the following copies? 





More 


Same 


Less 


Numerical Algorithms 


in 

LJ 


LJ 


U 


Numerical Relations 


□ 


□ 


□ 


Language of Strings 


n 


□ 


□ 


Language of Arrows 


□ 


□ 


□ 


Geometry & Measurement 


□ 


□ 


□ 


Probability, Statistics 


□ 


□ 


□ 



St Combinatorics 

Which of the following three best cHaracterizes your math curriculum? 
(''heck on^ box and complete the sentence if need be; 

^— ^ CSMP program during essentially 100% of the math time. 

O Basically the CSMP program, during approxiniately % 
of the math time, but i»appieirierited with (a) and (b) below: 
(a) practice (or drill) in the following numerical skills 



and/or the following other math topics 



using mainly: (circle) 

teacher made material commercial material blackboard work 
(b) lessons (or units) in the following numerical skills 



7^ 



and/or the following othv^r math topics 



using mainly: (circle) 

teacher developed lessons lessons from a commercial test 



n the 



CS>[P program, approximately Z of the time, as a supplement 

to the basic program, which .consisted of 
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Perception of 1975-76 students' achievement and atliLudes. 

1. Please rate student a>:hievemont in maKh and student attitudt* towards 
math for CSMP ^>tudents as gciu^ rally c'")n!;)arod tu o::tiL'r math curr icu Liir.is 
you have taught. For each category of student below, give a rating o(: 

_1 (much worse) 
2^ (worse) 

2^ (about the same) 

4^ (better) 

5^ (much better) 

Also please indicate the approximate percentage of your stiidents in each 
category. 

Percent in 
(>ategory Arhiuvomen t At : i tude 



Students with ability level: 

a) Above average 

b) Within average range 

c) Below average 



Students who work best: 
a) on their own 



b) with some guidance 

c) under close supervision 




Most recent math curriculums used: 



2. Do you think that it would be h»^lpful for CSMP to provide additional 
means for giving you a basis for evaluating your students* progress? 

Yes □ N'o □ 

If yes> please describe (if you will) what specifically would be useful 
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D. Your own experience with CSMP 

!• a- Do you have a peer group (i.e- other teachers at your grade level using 
CSMP) with whom you meet regularly (formally or informally)? 

b. In what ways is this helpful? 



c- In what ways could tha.s be more helpful? 



2- Please suggest any revisions you would like to see made in any of the 
following: 

a) Overall layouc of teachers' guide (overview, schedule, division into 
strands) 



b) The way the lessons are presented in the guide 



c) Other (worksheets, demonstration materials, workbooks, etc.) 
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Compared to previous maLiiemat i cs programs you used, liow does CSMJ* 

compare on tlie following iteiiis: 

a) Time required for daily preparation is 

(l«ss) (about the Bamc) (oore ac first buc about (more at first and conclnues 

the same after a year's to be after a year's experience) 
experience) 

b) Student interest and involvement with CSMP is- 

(far lejB) (a little less) (about the »ame) (a little more) (far more) 

c) Students* overall achievement of the usual math skills and concepts 
with CSMP is 

(far leas) (a littla leas) (about the same) (a little more) (far more/ 

« 

c!, Students' ability to do logical re.asoning with cSMP it. 

(f«r laaa) (a little leso) (about the aame) (a little more) (far more) 

e) Students* faril i ny in solving word problems with CSMP is 
(fur leas) (a Uctla leaa) (about tha aama) (a lltcla nor«) (far nora) 

^) Overall quality of CSMP is 

(much lower) (slightly lover) (about the same) (slightly higher) (cuch higher) 
g) The appropriateness of CS>tP for low ability students is 

Onsch lover) (slightly lover) .(about the aame) (slightly higher) (much higher) 

CSMP is designed to be a curriculum using the spiral approach tc teaching 
and learning. What is your opinion of this approach as Msed in '^'^MP? 



CSMP is designed with a particula 

a. Would you prefer there to be: 

b. Would you prefer there to be: 



style of classroom management In mind. 
1 1 more^ individual work 
I I more total class work 
n same proportions as nov; 
Q more student initiated time 

I I less student initiated t ime 

rn same as Is the case now 



Check the 4 character istirt. most vaJuahli i i CSMP teacher. 

strong math bac\ground 

imagination /active fantasy life 

showmanship 

ringmastership: ability to keep many separate activities 

going at once 

skill in classroom questioning techniques 

ability to work well with individual students 

skill in planning class lessons and prescribing 

individual work 

initiative 

interest in mathematics 

ability to deal well with student ideas 

ability to give clear explanations 

self-confidence 

In a paragraph or two please give your overall evaluation of CSMP, bas 
on your experience with it this past year. 
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Name 



School System 



Appendix II 



Responses to Question D2 



"Please suggest any revisions you would like to see made in any 
of the following: 

a) Overall layout of teachers' guide (overview, schedule, division 
into strands) 

b) T\\e way, the lessons are presented in the guide 

c) Other (worksheets, demonstration materials, workbooks, etc.) 



In this Appendix, for each respondent space has been allowed 
for responses to each of the three parts to this question (a, b or 
c). A dash ( — ) indicates no response was given to that particular 
part. Respondents are separated by a dotted line ( . 
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Appendix II 

"Did not care for teacher's guide this year - too little on a page, therefore had 
to be constsintly turning pages in a lesson - also, would have been rrore helpful if 
materials needed and worksheet numbers were listed with the lesson plans." 



"None (however, did prefer the old 2nd grade workbooks to the newer ones)." 



"I like the second grade math manuals. It would be nice to have a better daily 
lesson chart to follow for next year." 



"Better stress on one lesson per day. (However, I'm aware I don't need to follow 
the schedule.) Have one le*ss(^n a week be a game with no worksheets (Day would be 
varied.). This would create interest and less boredom." 



"Put materials needed before presenting lesson (read this in a newsletter from 
other CSMP teacher). Put answer worksheets in one pile at rear of each book. 
Would be much easier to findi" 

"Have more workbooks, but shorten them by 3 pages. Marble shakers are flimsy and 
hard for children to observe marble colors - perhaps have marbles fall out. Have 
more 2 star worksheets - some children fi;id 3 stars much too frustrating and the 
1 stars don't offer any motivation. More 2 stars would challenge the average and 
slower children gr adually . " 



"More days with only one lesson per day. Some concepts are too difficult to squeeze 
two into one lesson." 



'^I like to have the guide book for directive as it v;as outlined last year. Too 
many guides and areas to thumb through." 

"A few need more detail." 

"Workbooks should be marked as to which pages to be checked as they were before. 
I really felt lost this year as to what they were expected to be able to do this 
year." 
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3. 



"I had no problems with the overall layout. However, adequate direction seemed 
lacking since the writers of this curriculum had their own ideas of how much 
material they wanted covered from each strand^. ^ Sometimes I felt a little uneasy 
and wondered if I had adequately presented the ^lesson." 



"I liked it much better when each child was given a workbook geared to his or her 
proficiency instead of each child given the same workbook and presented with a 
second when the first is completed. Some of my students tended to copy other 
students' answers and I don't think that individual differences were allowed for 
as they were when utilizing the workbooks provided during 1974-75.*' V ^ 

i, ^ , 

"Please return to a combination of the old teacher's guide and new - that new 
guide is the v^orst I have ever seen. You have to turn to 3 areas to find the 
information for any one lesson." 

"Have a clearer indication of where one might stop working on a given skill in a 
strand. " 



"The first grade guide spells it out much more clearly - looking at the schedule - 
then finding it in the two guides then forming a lesson plan - too time consuming. 
If I didn't finish up with Gr. I before starting - not enough work." 

"It is hard to tell where one starts and another begins. With fast groups not 
enough work." 

"More plans for children to copy problems - putting numbers down in right position 
for adding - more word problems to apply ski,lls." 



"None." 



"More clarification of materials to be used." 

"Better organizations of children's materials to save time in lesson planning." 



3 V) 
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"I would like more practice on my skills introduced - I mean a return sooner to 
a new skill such as when (N3.3) carrying was taught it was not returned to for 
some time. The same with (N51 and N52) subtraction. Return is too belated. I 
felt more subtraction was needed." 

"Good except I found one that was not explicit enough - PI. 8. I fouad children 
going to where spinner stopped, despite 2 practice games." 

"Help is needed at beginning of semester to get these In order. Aides helpp.d 
but got last ones on top despite directions to put //I on top." 



"Lesson material given on Monday schedule. (Only one lesson - confusing to do 2 
different lessons for slower children.) Guides - materials made out of stronger 
materials. Mine are in a torn conditibn." 

"The lessons are presented very well in the guide and very helpful to teachers 
new to the program." 

"1. More worksheets on starred one and two levels. 
2. More workbooks on starred two level." 



"I much prefer the new schedule. Could the guides be changed to the W. B. size? 
Include more on measurement to develop metric system." 

"I would like each day's lessons to be presented in sequence by days. It is 
inconvenient to shuffle through all 6 books to find the proper lesson." 

"Be sure the holes punched in the marble shakers are not too big." 



"1) Objectives outlined for each lesson. 

2) Key points to introduce or reinforce in each lesson. 

3) Mastery level skills expected by end of grade two." 

"1) Combine table of contents and materials needed page. 
2) Insert outlining objective of lesson and whether introductory or rein- 
forcing lesson and if it can be used as a checkpoint for mastery." 

"Excellent supportive mat?rials." 



"The probability lessons are difficult because the arrows do not turn readily and 
invariably tear the paper. M would prefer a board of heavy cardboard that perhaps 
would be interchangeable." 

"I like the layout in th,e second and third grade revised editions." 
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"I would like to sea more lessons on story problei 



"I think more use should be made of the workbooks at regular intervals." 



"Make it like the first grade - all one size - make each lesson tell how long it 
will take and exactly what you need at the top of that lesson." 

"Lessons are difficult to find - if each lesson v^as a completely self contained 
unit with worksheets, etc. all together it would be more convenient." 

"Make demonstration Minicomputer checkers stronger. Put race track games, etc. 
on separate boards." 



"List of what worksheet accompanies each daily lesson." 

"More addition and subtraction facts in each workbook for drill." 



"I like the layout this year. It is 100% improvement over last year's plan. I 
like the division* of strands and the spiral effect that it has on students' 
conceptualization of mathematics," 

"There are times when I find that a lesson may be too long or adversley - too 
short and simple - but, in general, lessons are well put together. Most frequently 
1 do not get 2 lessons (as suggested in plan) into one day's session." 

"Indeed - 1 cannot get through the volume of corrections easily. There are far too 
many workbooks (too many individually corrected pages and workbooks for the average 
teacher in self-contained classroom) to wade through unassistedl My only evaluation 
of the student is by correcting each page myself . We do not exchange and correct 
other student's work." 



"Better bound teacher guide - day-to-day lessons in numbered sequence rather than 
in a number of ^ooks - worksheets (answer sheets) included after each lesson plan." 
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"I liked the new teacher's manual once I got used to the new layout. I particu- 
larly like the schedule for each week." ' 



'Fair 

"I would like to see the workbooks fastened together. (The kids kept getting the 
pages out of order.)" 



"This is too confusing! It would be much easier if it were arranged in the order 
that it was going to be used. For example; day 1 (directions for lesson); day 2 
(directions for lesson), etc." 

"There ic too much material that is too hard. Second grade children usually have 
not covered all of the first grade material. They are given too much too soon." 



"Division into strands less on r specific day layout and used as a block." 



"To have an overall evaluation every six weeks, and one at the end of the program. 



"More follow-up worksheetis for each lesson." 



"I did not like the teacher's guide because I could not iind anything in tt. 
It should be more organized (page numbers, etc.)." 

"The lessons are good and it tells the Leacher what to say. The teacher can use 
this plus bring in her own materials and thoughts." 

"Most of the worksheets were good and I really enjoyed the workbook series. 
Especially the Review Series." 



"Completely revised and bound - listing what worksheets go with what lessons." 

"They should be more in sequence, or at least indexed in sequence, so you won ^ t have 
to search through a different book every day/' 

"The Minicomputers should be a bit more substantial." 

er|c A?. 
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"The first grade guide is much simpler to find lessons. I spend a great deal of 
time trying to locate lessons." 

"Sometimes the explanations are vague especially some of the games." 

"There are too many materials to stow and keep up with. Much of the material is 
flimsy and easily destroyed through use." 



"I' like the new schedule better than the first schedule we received this year. The 
manual is difficult to follow. You must jump around too much. I have put page 
numbers on my schedule to make it easier." 

"Some lessons are far too long." 



"Schedule. 



"More algorithms worksheets." 



"I have enjoyed teaching this entire program. The only suggestion or change would 
be to put the guides in a looseleaf notebook. I wore out th^ clips taking the 
books apart. I couldn*t find a notebook that fit the holes." 



"I feel that the teacher's guides in Gr. 3 were extremely complicated. It could be 
much better organized^ though I realize it was a pilot program this year." 

"Some are too long - some too short. Should be sufficient to fill a 30 oiin. lesson. 

"I enjoyed the workbooks and worksheets. I believe the children did also." 



"I would prefer one manual - designed such as the first grade guide. It would be 
better scheduled to extend to 30 weeks with more emphasis on difficult strings 
(relations)." 

"I would like explanations and examples in teacufir'r- guide separated to shew 
exactly what explanation goes with each worksheet - not one general explanation 
to be followed with several worksheets." 

"Minicomputer checkers are not durable (teacher's or children's)." 
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"I would like to work longer in one strand than just one day at a time," 

"I like the first grade lesson guides much better than the second grade guides." 

"GreatI It is so nice to have all the materials provided and right at your 
fingertips for usel*' 



"Contents materials etc. listed in one place." 



"The teacher's manuals aren't too substantial.'* 
"Little difficult to follow until I was used to it." 

"We need something that substitute teachers can use that have had no training 
in CSMP." 



"I am not a mathematician, therefore objectives accompanying each lesson would help. 
I liked the layout of the old manual better, but I have gotten used to this one so 
I can live with it." 

"I would like more suggestions for mental arithmetic sessions." 



"Some lessons assume too much - mostly che lessons are fine." 



"O.K." 

"Like to have what materials will be needed for the lesson at the first." 
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"The time allotment: is sometimes impossible to meet. This problem throws the 
entire schedule behind. I worry about those lessons not reached," 



"Lessons should be put in order, easier to find, and in a hard bound cover. We lost 
lessons before we got to them. Some important skills are left out," 

"Lessons and materials to be used are not explained in enough detail in some 
lessons, " 

"Too much material to keep up with. Some materials do not withstand use very well." 



"-Bound copies of guide - at least more sturdy guides. 
-Easier to read schedules. 
-Page numbers listed in schedules." 

"The guide is hard to follow, I wish the answer keys were either with each lesson 
or in a separate volume. It*s hard to keep flipping back and forth," 

"Worksheets made into booklets or some type folder to keep the sheets that you work 
on over several weeks time. More substantial marble shakers, and demonstration 
Minicomputer checkers (my colorea paper peeled off so all mine are white)," 



"I would like for the teacher's guides to follow a sequential pattern along with 
the suggested schedule and group all materials together in that order." 

"I would li; to see more introductory materials, especially for those children on 
the lower levtil and a teacher knowing the ability of her students can prescribe 
for her class the amount needed." 



**I've made various suggestions in the monthly evaluations," 
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"More compact and better organized. It is very large and clumsy." 



"They are difficult to find. What about page numbers and a table of contents?" 

"Arrive in no organized form. It takes a week to get them organized! I have 
made a chart with each lesson on it (a copy of the one in the guide) and teacher's 
needs, children's needs, and play number in the guide, all in different colors with 
room in each block to write comments. Perhpas a chart like this would be possible 
to duplicate." 
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Appendix III 



Responses tc Question D4 



"CSMP is designed to be a curriculum using the spiral approach 
to teaching and learning. What is your opinion of this approach 
as used in CSMP?" 

The responses of second grade teachers are given first; the 
responses of third grade teachers begin on page 43. 
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Responses of Second Grade Teachers 

"I approve of the spiral approach to teaching and learning if for no other reason 
than cultivating and maintaining interest when a room has so many ability levels." 



•'I like it." 



I don't like it because I feel the children get frustrated when they begin something 
and just when getting involved are switched to something new. Also the spiral approach 
has too great a span between reintroducing it and I found my children forgot an awful 
lot and had to repeat the first lessons." 



"I feel uncomfortable leaving a concept that is presented, knowing that some children 
have not mastered the concept." 

• • . . . . . , , , , ^ ^ 

CSMP has done a very good job in this area. Students are not pressured into learn- 
ing something for mastery the first time it is presented but instead are given 
numerous opportunities to learn and understand mathematical concepts." 



"I like it - however I find it difficult to use with a split first and second grade. 
It is difficult to combine skill lessons." 



"The more yuu work with the system the more one likes it as the monotony is taken 
away. However, it is hard to make children understand - doing it once isn't 
learning it - we must come backl" 



''Approach gOv->d. " 



"I think students should have more than a basic understanding of a concept or skill 
before going on to another." 



"I like the spiral approach but would like a return sooner to r:ert:.ain skills such 
as subtraction and addition with carrying." 



"Excellent." 
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"The spiral approach to teaching and learning is nterestir.g to observe. New con- 
cepts that seemed very difficult at first gradually become easier and easier and 
they met them again in otlier lessons." 



"I like 'this approach but would like to see check points within the spiral other 
than the major test in May." 



"The spirals are too widely spaced." 



"I like this spiral approacli. Once you get used to it, it takes a lot of thft frus- 
tration out of math for the child." 



"Too much to cover especially on Monday." 
***••••..., 

"If they don*t get it at first they have otlier chances." 



• * 



"Very good - having repeated many lessons that were formerly very puzzling to some, 
we now understand them better." 



• a 



"Really enjoyable to teach - such student interest! Love the spiral approach. I 
think it is wonderful in the area of student mastery." 



"/Vn.swered 'inder D2 - Spiral approach is a 'natural' approach to learning." 



"I prefer working on a skill until it is mastered - however, I do feel this can be 
done in a fun way rather than drilling a skill until it's totally dead." 



"I like it and it seems to be of great help to the children." 



"I think certain ihinf-s (like basic tacts) should get more attention before going 
on and on into more involved computations." 



"I like it. You don't feel so bound Lo accomplish everything in one year." 
• ••••*. ••*.» 

"It was very hard to realize that tlie spiral would develop in this program. You 
i/orry so much about mastery of facts and in the spiral approach you (ion't have 
that worry." 

ERIC 
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"Seemingly, for our lower students, we feel that we should teach a skill until it 
is learned before going to another skill/' 



"I'm inclined to keep working if I feel children don't understand. It is veiy 
hard for me to accept the spiral approach to teaching math." 



"It was a relief to know that the same material would be covered again for those 
who didn't understand the first time." 



"I like the spiral approach. Children get more practice in all areas. They do not 
get bored with one topic or concept." 



"I think it was excellent - it was expecially beneficial to the slow learner." 
"Fine. Except when spirals - should be a new lesson - not reteach the same lesson.' 
"Good." 



"I like it. The slow students need the repetition but not all at once." 



"I lik^ the spiral approach very much." 
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Responses of Third Grade Teachers 

"Usually liked very mcuh. Occasionally I would pull a unit and use it wiuh a 
similar unit instead of waiting." 



"I believe it has worked very well as my children have progressed from first through 
third grades with CSMI\ " 

s 

"I think this is the best thing about the program. I think this approach gives the 
child time to turn it over in his mind. I have been frustrated after certain lessons, 
but when the spiral came back to that lesson, the children had retained more than I 
thought. " 



I didn't like it at first, but it seems to work very well considering what the 
students leam. It's more fun too - they don't get bored." 



"We third grade teachers are impressed with the spiral movement ~ we approve of 
pi cking up time after time." 



"The spiral approach is good for the students who start out in the program and continue 
but a child transferring in the program is at a disadvantage, especially the slow 
student. " 



"Fantastic! ' 



"I need more tiiwc with this program - I 
spiral approach. T still worry so much 



"It's hard to let the students go on to 
previous one. l>fhat concerns me is they 
with it several times." 



recTlv can't decide how I feel about the 
ritai. ihey aren't getting some of the things." 



another subject when they haven't learned the 
''Dn't .'^eem to know it after coming in contact 



"I like it. It puts less pres.sure on botn t\v, teacher and the student when concepts 
are initially introduced and that makes learni'ig easier." 



"The approach designed is very gocJ. I think the children enjoyed the variety and 
this helped to eliminate boredom." 



"I think it's good." 

ERIC 
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"It is hard to respond - I always feel like I am not sure how much they rpally learn.' 



Responses oil 'leachers of Mj,xed Classes 

"The children, especially at the first, can not remember from one week to the next 
what to do. Having a rigid schedule to follow, after we review there is little 
time left to do that lesson. They get real exasperated if they don^t finish a 
lesson but we don't get back to it for another week." 
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Appendix IV 



Responses to Question D7 



"In a paragraph or two please give your overall evaluation of 
CSMP, based on your experience with it tb.is past year." 

The responses of second grade teachers are given first; the 
responses of third grade teachers begin on page 53. 
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Responses of Second Grade Classes 

"There seemed to be more preparation and iavolvemont this year on the part of the 
teacher. This sometimes took away fiom the teacher enthusiasm, thus losing some 
student enthusiasm. Also, I found such varied abilities in math students that by 
mid-year (when the difficulty increased), I found it necessary to supplement and 
divide math groups. Those that did not understand 'anything' were impossible to 
continue with in a regular group situation. Therefore, more work on the teacher's 
part again. I enjoyed last year's math from CSMP mucn more.** 

"I think CSMP is an excellent program with interesting lessons, a variety of 
techniques, and thorough teaching manuals. I especially enjoy the reaction 
of the children while workin^ on math concepts. They dig in and discover new 
ideas; they feel excited and successful; and they build confidence in their 
attitudes about themselves without even knowing it." 

"Overall I like the program because it deals with such a variety of mathematics 
and also has games that the children really enjoy and yet the studiints are 
learning. I really like the string lessons and worksheets. The kids have a lot 
more fun working these problems, but they also have a tendency to go fast and 
when I return the papers and the kids see all the errors made because of quickness 
they become more careful. The major drawback is i:hat new students during the year 
become frustrated because they don't understand the Minicomputer. Also, slower 
students really have a hard time all year and need more supplementary work and 
lessons . " 



"CSMP is a very good math program, seams to work well for the above average learner. 
The slower learner however seems to benefit moro from a combination of CSMP and a 
traditional program of basic math." 

"I enjoy teacning CSMP to the extent that if they were to replace it with our old 
math curriculum I would be deeply saddened. This is my second year teaching CSMP 
and I'm beginning to feel that I really know the program or the CSMP curriculimi. 

My students seemed to enjoy the program, especially working with the A-blocks, 
translators. MC's and the oiange and white rod rulers. They simply fell in 
love with the storybooks and flash cards. 

I have only 2 requests: 1) a teacher's guide developed along the lines of the 
1974-75 CSMP second grade teacher's guide; 2) workbooks constructed on more 
ability levels similar to the ones used during 1974-75." 

"I have been very frustrated.' I have had a slow second (13) grade - these kids 
were not easily motivated nor did they have much self-confidence when it came 
to exploring on their own. 

Also I had an average group of 1st graders at the same time (21). About 1/3 of 
them wer^ also demanding time - I spent a lot of time going over the same material, 
in order to give them confidence. 

I would not use it again - given tlie same situation!" 
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"On the whole it was a good year with much growth in the ab-f' ' ty of my students 
to understand ina^h concepts, I am slightly worried where t urogram can go in 
third grade with niy fast students. The MC was discarded wii 'ase. However, 
the knowledge of basic adding and subtraction facts with sL v .lUlren has proven 
somewhat lacking. 

CSMP has prover; a good program for me to teach as I n- a! . i^t and a challenge." 

"I feel that the. program it; good. It held the children'., luLorest. I do feel 
they need more work and activities in learning the basic number facts. 

I do not feel I can answer many of these questions with authority, many not 
applicable as I covered mostly first grade material that had not' been completed 
in first grade." 



"This has been a most exciting year for me. The youngsters I have been working 
with have had CEMREL since kindergarten, I have had them for the past two years. 
The class is enthusiastic about math; they especially enjoy the workbooks. Their 
performance on any math test, Stanford, a traditional math test they were given 
to compare with youngsters in a traditional program as well as test given by a 
math supervisor in CEMREL have been beyond my wildest expectations. They excel 
in mental arithmetic. 

Parents are very supportive of this program." 



"I think that this is a fantastic way of teaching mathematics. I am against team 
teaching because I feel that each teacher should have the satisfaction and pleasure 
which I experienced teaching CEMREL this year. My one wish is that I had had some 
introduction before being placed in this situation. Our first grade teacher was 
helpful when questioned but I did not know the M.C. was on the base 2 until I 
returned to school in September and our new math teacher explained it to me. After 
the workshops began with everything was OK. She was tremendous I" 



"On the whole, I think that CSMP is, by far, better than other programs I have 
used. Every |child can experience some form of success with the program. I 
have found that the program seems to be most beneficial to the average and above 
average students. CSMP helps to develop rational thinking much better than most 
programs. CSMP espeically provides challenge and room for growth for the above 
average student. 

On the other hand, I have found that the below average student has tremendous 
difficulty understanding and using the Minicomputer. It seems to be too abstract. 
Similarly, students who transfer into a CSMP classroom have initial difficulty 
adjusting. Average and above average students usually catch up with the class, 
while below average students falter experiencing confusion." 

"The CSi-lP has been an interest! .ad rewarding experience in teaching math. The 
variety of the program has made it very interesting and exciting to teach. It is 
truly a new progressive method of teaching math. The children truly enjoy it and 
ask 'What are we doing today?' They love the Prediction Games, I have had a very 
positive attitude and have told other teachers who have visited me how much they 
will enjoy it." 
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"I've enioyed teaching CSMP and have found concept awareness to be much higher 
than expected in other programs. It is an interesting and challenging program 
both for students and terxher. For a first year program, I'm pleased with the 
success we've foi:nd in using it. For the majority of pup-^'ls, it has proved 
most adequate in building concepts and skills. I do fae.! that teaciiing it for 
the first time is really Cough - it is truly unique and innovative. Because of 
my Inability to u?.iderstaad the purpose of some lesson-, 1 had difficulty in 
getting them across. But as my confidence strengthened, throu^zh continued use 
of the program, I became more comfortable witi: the concepts and methods. It 
will be much easier next ysar, I'm sure. I only hope the children have received 
adequate background this year for level 3's program. 

Generally, the program is interesting, resourceful, creative and appropriate for 
most students. It is well written, detailed and a pleasure to use.'* 

"This was my first year working with CSMP materials and methods. It has been, 
for the most part, a very successful year in terms of the achievements of my 
class. I look forward to continuing with CSMP next year. It should be an even, 
better year with one year's experience to rely on. 

The workshop last September to help to prepare us for CSMP was extremely helpful 
in explaining things like the Minicomputer and the Language of Strings and Arrows, 
etc. I would never have made it through the year without the prior preparation. 
It certainly helped to alleviate some of my fears concerning the program. 

The workshop meetings each month were also a great help. It was a relief to sit 
down and discuss ideas, questions, and problems with other second grade teachers 
and to discover that they were seeing and experiencing some of the sair.e things^^ 
I was. The meetings were also helpful in introducing new material to us. Th^yj^- 
certainly helped to make a number of difficult things more clear. 

As the year is drawing to a close I have a few observations about the CSMP experience. 

1. Most of the children in my classroom are doing very well in the program. They 
seem to understand the 'iVhy' as well as the 'How to'. They are fr»vther along 
than my class was last year at this time, and I feel that they really know what 
they are doing. 

2. For some chil^iren, however, CSMP was not successful. These include some sic. .r 
learners and a child who can only deal with very concrete ideas. I took a few 
children out of the program because I feel that no matter now effective a program 
is, it isn't always right tor all children. 

3. I feel that the program should include objectives for each lesson. Th^re have 
been many timej:. when I have had no idea why I taught a lesson. 

4. The first grade program daalt with a lot of fantasy and stories. Unfortunately, 
the second grade program does not. I found that many times I made up stories 

to explain ideas for the children, they had an easier time in understanding the 
concept . 

5. New children who have never been exposed to the CSMP program before seem to have 

a very difficult time with some aspects of the program - especially the Minicomputer. 
There shbuld be an ^xact specified series of easily available lessons to introduce 
new children to the program. I feel that the program doesn't adequacely do this 
at the present time. 

6. The lessons for the most part originate as teacher directed. Sometimes they 
break down into individual activities at levels of difficulty. Sometimes they 
are entirely teacher directed. l"his makes it very difficult to be teaching 
another group in a different program. 
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Aside from these six observations I am very satisfied with the results I have 
derived from the CSMP program. It's been an exciting experience which I am 
very happy to have participated in." 

"I have enjoyed using this CSMP math program. It has helped me to be a better 
math teacher. It is easily understood and very well constructed for all types 
of children. It is learning math in a fun way. Once learning becomes fun, 
even the slowest child will catch on quickly.'' 

"Key books should be contained in one solid book to prevent loss o: pages. 
Better order of topics of materials to be used. (A,B,C order)." 

"The children enjoy it because it is different from anything they have had." 

"CSMP is the most creative approach to the teaching of math I've ever experiei.ced. 
I was very nervous at first but the material soon gave me confidence. I have 
changed my former dread of math to eager anticipation. 

The children love the program. It gives them so much more room to create, to 
explore, to learn. No more dull drill, drill, drill. Achievement is much 
higher and motivation is never a problem. 

Keep up the good worki" 



" Fantastic ! I've really enjoyed my 'rookie' year with CSMPi I have found CSMP 
to be a very complete program. It certainly meets individual needs - better than 
any other program I've used. And, such student enthusiasm - they really do love 
'math t^me', especially the workbooks .' " 



''My exper:eiiCL- this year has baen rewarding, interesting and, ever exciting. I 
am pleased with r.y ability in teaching and I am very gratified with the students' 
accomplishnicnits. I find that I enjoy the. responses that I get from the children 
in every way - they are eager to participate; eager to have math and thoroughly 
enjoy the individualization of the work. There never is a feeling of negative 
responsiveness - math is NEVER a bore I This is my 2nd year in CMEREL and I am 
much more relaxed; I have a better comprehension of the program ard I would not 
like to have to revert back to the old 'workbook' method of teaching math. There 
is a lot of material, still, that I can become more adept at, but each year will 
uake a difference. I am strongly supportive of the CSMP program." 

"I have enjoyed working in the program this year. I feel my students have benefitted 
a lot." 



"The CSMP program is good but I felt that it was poorly organized this year. I 
found myself having to look in 3 or 4 different places to find my daily lesson. I 
also taught it last year. I felt more success last year than this year. 

Most of the material this year was too hard, especially those lessons dealing with 
the Minicomputer. Also, much of this program required one to one instruction 
which is very difficult with an active group of 25 second graders." 



EKLC 
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"J have enjoyed teaching the CSMP program. It is a fresh, 'fun' approach to math. 
In fact, for someone who has always said 'ughl' to math, it has been a delight I" 

"At first I was absolutely overwhelmed. 1 felt that I could not possibly do. 
After spending 4 days in a workshop and spending hours (of my own 'free' time) 
studying the manuals, talking to my 'peer' group and doing a lot of praying I 
tackled it. The more I used it the more I liked it. I grew in confidence of 
myself because I saw response and progress in my students. 

I think it is an interesting approach to math and I'm looking forward to trying 
it another year. " 

"The children have enjoyed this program and have shown a :.',reat deal of interest. 
Some of the lessons drag and are uninteresting and too short ^ for the amouat of 
classroom time. They have especially enjoyed the stories introducing new skills. 
I have no idea how to compare these children. Group 5 had had a good background 
in their number combinations so are able to do better but group 7 had a rough time 
and some are still not able to use the computer as much as we have worked with it. 
Even so, they still seem to enjoy trying." 

"This was just my first year of teaching but I really enjoyed teaching the CSMP 
math. I do believe this can be a great program if it is started from kindergarten 
and used throughout the primary grades. In my situation, this was the first year 
of the program and we had to do a lot of review before we could even start into the 
program. The program (2nd grade) started off assuming the students had a background 
in CSMP. 

I am glad we are using the program ag^in. Now I know enough about the program to 
improve my teaching." 

"For lower groups, who lack a good mathematics background, we feel that math program 
should be used during the second semester. Tliis gives us time to instruct, drill, 
and master basic facts. ' 

"My overall opinion of CSMP math is favorable. The children are interested and that 
makjis it. easier for me to teach. Tlie students never grumble about having to do math. 

I think it will be easier next year because I will be familiar with it." 

"It was with doubt that I approached the CSMP program. After the workshop last 
summer it seemed doubtful that I would ever understand the program, much less explain 
it to my class. So it was a very pleasant surprise when my children responded with 
such enthusiasm to math and seemed to comprehend far more than I expected. As I 
have not taught before at all it is difficult for me to compare the program to any 
other, but I was pleased with the response of my class." 

"This is the second year I have taught the CSMP. 1 like it very well. 1 liked the 
manual much better last year than this year. It was much easier to follow. 

The children enjoy math and really become involved. Even the slower children are 
able to succeed in some areas." 

"My students and I loved the program - they were always ready for math. My biggest 
praise is for the skills and concepts that were developed in the below average 
students (both in the first grade program and-sgpond grade). Ihese children dis- 
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played far more math ability than chUdren in the traditional programs in previ 
years . " 



•*CSMP worked well with the low group. We didn't travel as fast but they enjoyed 
it. It's much better than what we had and test scores from first grade proves it." 

"I like the program. Some children had difficulty understanding as in all programs. 
It gives the child that does understand a wider range. I found that drill work was 
necessary for learning basic facts and developing counting." 

"I feel that CSMP is the best overall math program that I have ever used. If I 

am ever forced to not teach CSMP, I ara sure that I will use several of the teaching 

methods that I have learned from teaching the program." 
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Responses of Third Grade Teachers 

"CSMP was very valuable to my classroom. They had many experiences and learned many 
math concepts." 

«**••**■***■***•*■••• 

"I have really enjoyed teaching" the program, the children enjoy math so much more. 
The only things I object to are: the logs which never fit the 3rd grade lessons." 
*•••••••••***••••■*** 

"I have enjoyed teaching the 3rd grade CSMP program this year. It is a definite 

stimulus to the bright and average children. It is a joy to see them * in operation*. 

Hopefully the slower children have profited also. However, I do worry about them, 

and I tend to go back to traditional methods in working with them." 
.......... •••b....... 

"I liked CSMP mainly because of the variety it gave children, although there were 
times I felt that a lesson should 'ha^e been continued sooner than the CSMP strands 
allowed (i.e. carr>-ing, borrowing)." 

"1 felt that this is the best math program that I've taught. It has been a challenge 
to the average and above average student and some beneficial help to the under 
achiever. I believe that it would be hard for me to go back to our standard *new' 
math 

"It is by far the best math program I have ever taught. It is interesting in that 
every day is different and you never know what the student's reaction will be. I 
have learned a lot just by teaching the program. I am looking forward to next year 
since it will be the first year an entire third grade program has been taught. I 
think our children are far better off after having had this program," 

"The CSMP program is very appealing to both students and some teachers. You have 

to trust the program to do the job - if you as a teacher follow the instructions 

of teaching. My students learned many ways of problem solving and thinking strategy. 

It challenges a student whatever his achievement level. I really have- enjoyed teaching 

and learning myself, for it is a challenge to the teacher. 

In my experience, I believe the students were ahead in math with CSMP - and I know 
it is more enjoyable." 

"For the past two years I have enjoyed teaching CSMP. As a whole each class has 
enjoyed this type of math presentation. It has given them confidence in mathematics. 
Used to be too much drill. Now with this program there seems to be more enjoyment 
of skills and more interest in math." 

"Overall I like the program but I feel there needs to be more work the children can 
do on their own. In most all cases the material is too teacher orientated and there 
is not enough reinforcement. The teacher does not have time to work with individual 
students." 

"I worry about those in lower ability levels achieving. CSMP does seem to help these. 
I think with more experience I will grow more confident making my success with the 
program greater." 

"I was very unsure of the program at first. But the more I work with it, the 
better I like it. 



ERIC 



I am looking forward to working with a third grade group on grade level next year, 
Having such a slow learning group this year seemed to add to my confusion." 

bO 
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"We have a third grade group of all slow children. We have 3 out of a class of 35 
that seem to fit real well in the program. This program used a lot of thinking and 
reasoning skills and these children need visual and concrete ideas. They have 
trouble applying what they do know to other situations. 

This was the first year in this program for these students and it was recommended 
they be put in Part T. For a slow group there was too much background missing." 

"I believe that the program itself is exciting and potentially very effective> if^ 
it follows the child through elementary school. 

It is designed to develop number concept, while at the same time stressing compu- 
tational skills - and those two things are essential ingredients in any math 
program. I loved seeing my kids excited about working with big numbers - or 
realizing that they really did know several operations that were previously mysteries I 
('times' for example). 

But, 1 believe they vere placed in the wrong prograni initially (2nd grade instead 
of entry 3rd) and so had a more difficult time than they should have encountered," 



"The program was very good, I feel that the childrens' interest grew and ma:;tery 
was shown in some areas where they were uncertain. 

I enjoyed teaching it and after this year's experience with the program I feel that 
next year's program will be a great success." 



"I only worked with CSMP six months but I enioyed it very much. The students enjoyed 
working with CSMP and that made it interesting to teach. I'm looking forward to 
working v:lrh Part II with students that }iave had Part I." 

"I enjoyed teaching it - I thought it v/^s .TiOte interesting to teach, however, I don't 
know if I aroused this interest on the part of the children. 

My biggest disappointment was that I felt I couldn't really evaluate it as I would 
like." 

"At the beginning of the year, I felt overwhelmed by the quantity of materials, books, 
and lesson plans. As the year progressed, I became more at ease with the program. 
I liked the program from the beginning because of the interesting way the strands 
were presented. I must confess I have never liked math and I was rather weak in the 
field, but CSMP has made math come alive for me. 

The students adjusted beautifully to the new program, and I feel they have a much 
wider concept of numbers than they would have in any other program. I also feel the 
emphasis placed on mental computations and solutions helps provide an excellent 
background for other study areas." 
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R esponses of Teachers of Mixed Classes 

"Our situation is unique In that the children in my 3 math classes are ability 
grouped, so the materials do not always fit vith their needs. We are short 
certain worksheets and over with others. 

Generally, It has been a trying year. Of course It is difficult to go into 
something for the first time with little or no experienced personi>el to guide 
you. The children enjoyed the program. There are many new teaching techniques 
that are fun and different. I do feel that next year will go much better - from my 
year of experience plus the children's experience. My main concern and wish is that 
the program would reserve more time for the teaching of basic facts, time, money, etc." 



